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Is research an rémgmbering batﬁér charactériged as an interragatian
: F- ]
_or. cnuversa;ian, as a mﬂﬂalague ﬂr dialngueT This questi@n, whizh is the

:,, tapig g%/;his papeﬂ is framed in this particulaf way gar two reasﬂns.

Firs%/f%he terms- are éerived ffam and will illustrate the dialactical

peigpéctive.~ Se:cnd regestch methudnlagy 1ﬂ psyghalagy was elaburated.

iﬁgtially within the Cﬂntéit Qf 1garning and memnry. CIf fesearch § >-/\za1._

!'

/ methadalggy is to be criﬁiaiged and ﬂhaﬂged any suggegtiﬂns er gbaﬂge
/ | )
-;{‘ must ultimately be applicable within this most fundaméntal research -

g . ., . - . .A. R %
ff/{ . cnntéxt. In. this paper, thfee aanversatiéns or dialggues are des:ribed
L .

!_ ‘ _ ' within which researzhers are potentially invalved. Theithrust Gf the

LI

ﬂ{ 7 ;v‘papar is’ ta sﬁrengthan ﬁraditiﬂnal research methadalagy, by placing it e . f’_;

wiﬁhin aud subgrdinating it ﬁa thege :anversati 5 or- dialagués. -

. The dialectical perspective in psychulagy, as advanged by Riegel
E(lQ?S)ﬁand chersr has pravided various criticisms of Eraditicnal re%éafch |
meéhadélégy;” Unfartunately, these criticisms have often been Sséimiiat d k.
tn nan—dialectical, eitthaﬂr framawérks. Thus, githef dialegtigs is : ! j';v ‘- .

'”uﬂdergtcad as ;n é:gpmént against Eraditicnal methgdalggy, in wﬁich_case
a gall is madeAén éemﬁnstfééé s-superigr Jetﬁadéipgyé_gr, failing to

demﬁnstratg‘a new méthadclagy, dialectics 1is rejected(as not different

from' currently existing methodology.

<.
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"5f‘tﬁé dialegtical"péf3pegtive for fesearch=mgthadalagy is;,howevei; ;;

" that of dialgﬁtics{itself.:VWithiﬁ,the-dialéctical pgrspeeti&el D e

'hat limiﬁed to relationships of eifhef—ﬁt. In e d thenr? and methadalagy

. "’may be gancep;ualized both as prSEﬂting zan di:tary demands-fin a x\'

. '-1

o ' ;relatiogshif_yf thesis End antithésis-—and also as cansistent-ss Ehe - o
“demands are iﬂﬁégrated within a’ superafdinate synﬁhesisi_ Thus dialeetieé,-

= B althaugh ﬁantrasting with. and prcviding challenges to eertain ESPEGtS of -
Eraditipﬂal resea:ch methgdolagy, zan, -at tbe game time, pfavide a cgntext SR

ﬁithin which to. understand snd strengtb&n traditianal methadolngy.

Thg dialectical pe:speetivé may be summarized by tefefring to two

:.basic pringiples-' First, the pfimary emphasis is upcu activity and

’ eontinuing changes, rather than upoa stability and permanenze; Résearchgrs
'agd the objects. of their resea:eh are me:ely temporary stabilities within

‘the flaw of agtivitiés from which théy are éerived Sécand diale:tical

mﬂdE1S provide a sigﬂificant role far social and histarigal :ontéﬁtsi:

.o

’ 'The Eegial-historical cantext is not’ merély a’ suppurtive aantexf withiﬁ

which psyéhﬂlagigal agtivity, and research iuta that activityi may take

- plaze; iﬂstéad— thls context itself is an %Ftive farce in the develapmént

of the individual and the elabafatian of research methudalogy, and

fpraceads along ap historical course in its QWﬂ fight (Heagham, 1977b)

principles may be made more concrete by préviding some gxamples.

domains to which the dialectical perspéctive:hasvbeén applied
- is that of sggial'intatagéions or, éq'use a term I ?fefér!.transacéiénsz
- (Meacham, 1977a). In addition to the exchange of ﬁrd&ucts and money;

=

.




T . ' ' ' C— o L
or 1aqgusge prod r xample, the canversatiﬂn or dialague,_in e

Hhich twa parsons altérnate in speakingi As Riegel (1978, p. 52) has .

nated dialngues may be desz:ibed in térms nf triaﬁgular units, in which

- .
_ - aF'Ts
one f he riangle refers to the first sﬁiiker statemEﬂt or

. "U‘

gtatement or answer; and the third point refers to tha néxtastatemgﬁt gf

the first EPEEEET;? This thitd statemert is related nat anly ta ﬁhe e

o
s 1

immediately p:eceding statement nf tﬁe uthgr person, ut alsa tg the

speaker 5 awn pte;eding statement aﬁd ‘thoughts. It is the ;ask Df each

fspeaker to prcvida an integratian o a 5yﬂthESiS of whaﬁ has gane befare,:

namely, both: his or her ‘own previous statement and the fespons Ehe

—ather speaker, gbich ‘stand in a :ontradictnry relgti@nship,as thesis and

=

,antithesis. g -

 As the cunversati@n or dialngue cgntinues, it may bé deszribed ds a’

series of adjaining triaﬂgles, with the feplies Df the speakers in the .

first triangle providing the thesis and aﬂtithesis whizh are to be
% B

‘ ‘integrated by the rePIies in the follawing trianglé. As lpng as the

speeghﬁagtS'cf bath spéakars p’@vide an lntegraticn hf synthesis Df bﬂth

the o"ﬁnént‘ statements and the speéker 5 own pre:edin statements,
PP E

:fthe cgnvefsatinn will conginue, and buth spaak will igntinue tn éhangeiz

~~Hawever when this,ééndi;i@n~i5 not métﬁ?féf example, when cne ﬂf the ,

- speakers does nag acknawledge the statements af the partner——then thg

cuﬂversatian or dialcgue degenerates into an un:ﬂcrdlnated mcnalcgue and

e

a failufe in ccmmunitaticn- _The speakets ccntinue to speak at intervals,

but the statﬁments rgjgr back anly to. each speaker g own: precediﬁg

statemenfs, aﬁd no- cunsideratien is given to the questigﬂs raised and the‘_

%

_fquéstiangfﬁhe secgni PDiﬁt of the triangla refers to the BEEQﬂd gpeagir 5-7-

e

me gy, S




:IEEfEféfé,:héﬁeve:,:gért
K tafrégafd!the;dééénerate éénﬁérééﬁi&ﬁ or diélﬁéﬁé‘ i, e., the tfiangla‘

with nat all the" felationg implieé by the Eides com 1eteﬁ- as apprnpriate.

r "i!.,

Dne of" tbese situatians is that Qf interragatinn, as, far example, " - R ﬁz

. | T s L.

the interrﬂgstign by the authariti f PE’Siﬂ susPérted'af having

:ﬁmmittgd a crimé B uge the transacti@n se%vgf the interests of Qﬂly

one af thé participants, thie caﬂstruﬁtian and exghange nf 1nfarmatian

(o

‘\ are not maﬂmizevd as yﬁ_uld Vbe‘ the casé,ixn_ a c:cmvgrsatian. Indeed, the
ugi:eét may refuse to fevéél ‘té:;tli’,éjieq\i:é;s;inﬁéﬁ inf@fma‘tibn "'Whic;;h could
\gj j?:?  =eéﬁttiﬁuté é@'tﬁe Dutgéme'gf éhe ﬁtaﬁgactiéﬁ; ‘Much more 1ikely is that

the s'spe ct will 5imp1y remain gonfuséd fgr the questions whigh are ‘_ - y

. ,au‘

79 , IEiaminer and may indeed be intended to disclnse s 1ittle infarmatian 3

.as pﬁssible EG:EhE suspect. Fram the Examiner s point af viewi an -

? =

v ) intérragatian is designed to extract new. infarmat f om the E%%Péﬂt ]
. = LR \ ’ 7

rfwhilg‘at the*same time providing as ;ittle infarmaticn as péssib e.té

'which the StudEﬁt typically leafns 1ittle- and. formal presentati@ns»such

Zs the present Qne, in. which the. author must assume the— diffic:ult task

i

2 ; t bf anticipating and replying to Ehe ques _ w@igh may be emerging in - .

\sx’:-“ - B ’ -5
. ,thewginds»af the_feadérs; T T L B 5 sg »

Lo .. . \ - ) = 7 ) ; 7 LI . ._'v ) - i - , .
- - “Although the construction and-exchange of information are the
;“gfeatest'in those transaetignslwhiﬁh conform to the full dialogue or

i

! ,*;' ST , ; |
PRI vat least that in which many of us conceive of our aetiv};ies, and in
. oL, v Lok T SR o
i which many of us are instructing’ our students--1s the paradigm .of

: L ) " ~, ]
‘conversation form, nevertheless, the. paradigm for our research activitiés—\g -

) B ' .‘: ' ;V B . s ‘s [ ﬁ ¥ o
LS . . . LT W Ty .
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N remaiﬁdéfJéf my p:esentaticﬁ, howaver, I will argue that what ve da ‘as .,

Ih§759§je;tiveéébjéctiva Dialogue

- the objective domain r’éfefs to beliefs which have been validated

thase beliefs amang themselves- 'Researchérs in the social EQiEﬁEES have

: 3ﬁterraga§ian, and not tﬂnvéfsatian, af manﬂiagua, ‘and not dial@guei e
seek answers to our résearch questians by interragating our subject Y =

§§é’ but we ﬂﬂ nnt pfﬁvide informatiﬁn ta our 5ubject matter or pérmit

questi:ms gbe addfessed to aurselves by ,,t:hé fEEEaIEh ﬁafticipanﬁs, fc_zr' '

. P T ’ (1 - P
wve might by so doing "bi’*" the answers which are Yielded ;n us. In thE‘

JfEEEEfEhErS should n@t be conceived simply as a moﬂﬂlogué or 1nterragatiaﬁ.
VIﬁétead our astivities can belmore appropriataly déE:rihEd from a

dialectigal perspective as a conversatign ar-dialagué. Nevertheléssj . ii
(:ut:'i I’ESEE‘E{ZI‘I methodology daés not yet conform suﬁfici’entilj tj;:( the _stfu;turaf‘ |

‘of a dialogue or conversation. o : , ' -

i.Thé first-af three'p:incipél gaﬁféréatiéns Qr'ﬁiaiégues within which

= - PR -

' researchers are iﬂvélvéd is the felatianship between the réseafcher 8 ?'

,Eubjective and abjectivé;domains. The subjegtive or persaﬂal domain

refers to the researcher's iﬂtuitians, values; and praaticsl agtivities;

& i

St

through the agreement of many obsé%vers and tHf@ugh the cﬂherence af

struggled to 5plit apart tha subjective frem the Dbjéctive damaiﬁs,

& aside the fﬂfmer and retaining the latter in ité i‘ﬁurity.i In

thiS'mannerg we have’ attempted to’guard~against_gur biases or prgar
Lo E - : e : A
interpretations as, researchers, and we have_hcped“té=inztéase the

gene* lizahiiity of nut'conélusionsi But by Tercing aurselveg ‘to ‘chodse
t - e

either subjectivity or dbjegtivity, we have givenﬁup the positive fi ; ;;ﬁg;?
‘af a dialague or :anersaﬁian between these two domains. From a L - -
lis"- »F o ’ '



L, 7{! ) ) - . ~ ‘\:- s ’ ) - - . . T 7 & L "!‘ i_”' !
Lo dieleetieel'perepeerivei one reeegﬂieee rbe eenfiietaberween,rhe-eebjeerive-
??7 cp Eﬂd ebjeetive, between the eyntheeie emd ﬁhe entirheeie, But rether than

_ .-? ::-v?eheeeing'ene ever the ether; one. eught to uﬂderetemﬂ the reletienehip
B \\ - ' M V . L . . 7 ) : -
o " of the two mithiﬂ a highereerder syntheeie.f' :

- %é ; ' : ﬂAeL eremple, my etudenre and I heve beén iﬂveetii {ing a eetegery

g : ef rémembering behaviors whieh ﬁe have termed preepeetive remem%gring.

s :
;'Prbepeetive remembering refere to the‘remembering ef memeriee that have -

limplieetieme for eetiene to be rerfermed in the future eueh ee erepring‘
er the erere or keeping an eppeintmemt.: Preepeetive remembering, whieh
y;l N involves memeriee frem!Ehe peet buﬁ ner neeeeeerily ebeut the past, can

be d;etinguiéﬁed frem rerreepeetive regembering, whieh ie the reeelﬁe‘

s ef memeriee about rhe peet; Remembering to leek the doere at’ night can -

doors. Thie ,rch prmgraﬁr(HeaEhem &)Dumitru, 1976 Meechem & Leimen;

*

! 511955- Heeehemuﬁ &inger, l977)'develeped eur ef my pereepeiem that a
-E'greet prepertien ef my own preerieel remembering eerivity is of the -

prnepeetire yp sseppeintmente, deedlinee, eommitments—ﬂrether rhen

: ¥ the retrespeetive;rype_ In!eddirien, edulte refleetione on their own
. : i L =

_and their ehildreﬁ s memery lepeee efteﬂ seem mere concerned . with

ggr 'inetemees of fergeetiﬁg to eerry out eetions, than with the fergetting

" of infermerien about the peet. The point 1s thet,e‘eemplere'deeeriptiem
. i‘ A 4 .
er my:reeeereh meehedelegy requiree_erremriom to both the subjective

and the objective demeineié‘ . : 3_> o o -
The subjective domain-provides the . context fer=the preceeeee ef ra

discovefy and .creativity, in the’fre

C
Eg R ‘-,.




is ne 1Qnger permitted thie reeeereh nften leeke eeeiel and hieterieel

fzeignifieenee. Theereditienel pereﬁigm fer reeeerch on rememﬁering—§!

'dependenee upon retreepeetive remembering, eﬁd when infermetinn eemmitted

by rete te memcry did net beeeme obeelete iﬁ aEehert periad nf time / - f;:"k

' Eleeﬁhere (Eeeehee, 1975},;1 heve‘epggee:ed'thet the»view that memories

. are valuable to the eeteﬁt'thet they are entirely'eeeurete'end permanent—-

N . R P - e .

dee i on to in;EEt Eime eﬁd effeft in pureuing a peftieuler hypeth i

ey

e gl

At the eeme time the euhjeetive impreeeiene are mede eenetgte threughj>

'their velidetinn in the ebjeetive demein- The ebjeetive etu&iee derive :

Q

v'their meening frem(their reletienehip ‘to the intuitiene end the\preeeieel g

activities of the.reeeereher.> Beeeuee in mueh eentempnrery regsearch.

N m——— e

en rememhering the dielegue between the eubjeetive end the objeetive

: F

. i

¥ - s

,,¥determiﬂetien ef the emeunt thet can be ree311ei some- peried ef time

;fellewing &reeeutetien ef the meteriel—swae mea 1 gf ul and eppfapfiete

‘et a time in ﬁietory when repid printiﬁg of beeke, teehﬂelegy for eepying,
L A Ve
, and i fermetien—retrievel eyeteme were net yet eveileble to reduee our .

(He?hem, for2ys e

%

Ihe peteﬂtiel velue ef dieleetiee as a meeeﬁher (Riegel & HEeehem,'

Fooh

in preee) ehoﬁid net be ovefleeked elthnugh the implieetiene for research

C r N
methedelegy are perhepe eemewhet inditeet. The:negigne ofAEDntinuing o =

.1ehenge ‘end the ehesie entitheeie eyﬂthe i framevork, heve netrget

i . = R

been utilieed as medele in the eeeiel eeieneee as. fully as peeeibie.

i

A ¥
feetnre whieh ere typieelly meeeured iﬁ memery reeeerehe—ie peredoxieal

w A

=

given the wideepreed a reement thet we alter @nd distort our memeriee

e

, to euit euf,preeene got,vetigne! Tn edditian, eur primery meeneigf A N
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e
i

) autline ﬁf'such a dialactiﬁal model ﬁf fememb Ei,g) " As a secnna : ; .-

+ = = . . - .

“x

'validating mgmaries is nnt th gh assessing theif'cﬂrrespaﬁﬂenceu

ﬁﬁﬁigh isruseful of apprapria;eAiﬂ the:present;;,ln.ghart, éfd‘

model of ﬁgm@fies‘wﬁﬁid emﬁﬁasise Ehe?changing‘ﬁétﬁre“af memo,ies;

rather than their acauracy and permaneage (see Heachamr 19773, for an

Example nf the usgisf dialectics as a-métaphgr,_gélle: CIQTSl has
'ptapqggﬂ ; new . con p alizatiun of Erikson éga iﬂtégfity %éréﬁs '

7

d"ﬁéiﬁ>§f15is af lste adulthood accardiﬁg to which ego- integ:ity is

' radefined as a synthesis nf éppasing issues and attitudeg. Df several

:#

mgasuteg af ego integfity, this’ syﬁthesis measute was- most stzongly
: :Elated,tﬂgghé éthér variables in an interview study with fifty alder

aﬁultsi= S B

e

ﬁiﬁéﬁRéseaféﬁgﬁfgg;;icipapt.@;alague

. b A R :
The second of ﬁﬁe éﬁree”dialggués is that beﬁween thesresearcher
R Y - : L .t
. *

Ll

and the pafticipants in the fésearch study, _In a ﬂialégué ﬁrrcanvefsation;
o 7

. hath participants ccntribute to and change duri 1g t h ourse of the

+

transgctian, in a manalogue or interrggatian, chaﬂge is minimal and ﬁof-“
new infgtmatignbiﬁ ﬁrgatedi When one considers*change:in the- research

s
-

.participaﬁté, a ceéntral gansideragioﬂ must be that af reggarch EthiES;'
. f L

Wlthin the contaxt of a traﬂitianal ncn—dialectical reseatch methd%olugy,

+

K research ethics is unfartunazely regarded as mafely a peripheral issue,'

= i J -

f&t’thE‘ESSﬂmpﬁiGﬂ ig that the reseatgh paftieipant is merely cbservgd
buﬁ is nat changed during the gautse Df the investigationi ‘From a_-.i“'

diulegtieal pérspEctive, hawaver, bath the participancs in a dialogua

or cenversatiom are canstauﬁly changing, and 80" issues of inv*ﬁian af
) S RO X - R L




20 . 5 Cot .

. o N\ A S T ;

' W e 7. -7 =
érivaay, iafa:med éanfidantiality, prataatiaa £ram harm, aad

s oy ee LT -

) -
- - difaat banafita of the. faaaarah t tha p iaipaﬂta aEe paramauat,
RV . . ag g b . e
' Iﬂ additian, auf ;aaaarah mathadology in tha area of famamharing

Pa ":

haa baan daaignad ta impada tﬁa a:tive involvement of thé‘pafticipantaf af .

.y
ar

‘iﬂ ‘the raaaarth aativity. Lat me. illuatrata by aitiag an thenzquotad a:; - x4

[

‘vaentan:a fram Wbadwurth and Schloabarg s ClBSé) taxtbaok an Exparimant l -

»P Z;h 1’52‘ "Suth aida iﬂ mamariaing [aa ral?ing on familiar itama aad

v : . o s

:'pattarna] are naturally ragardad with mnah favar by D [tha arganiam],_

rbut E [tha axpatt,a_,arﬂ wauld 1ika to ba rid af tham. Thay maka~tha AR

leatﬁing taak laaa unifarm and introduca variability and untaliability ; flgjnﬁa
-ffi: :inta tha quantitative raaulta. Baaidaa, E wanta ta atady tha farmatian ’

of new aaaaalationa, not 0's alavar utiliaatign af aid aaaa" (p.,?OS)

Thia raaaarth mathadalogy,'ona in which tha‘raséarthaf maintaina tha*

,1nitiativa in iatarrogating the raaaarah pa }aﬁpaﬂta, daéfgiag the
pattiaipanta may raapand—=a manalagua aﬁd nat a dialagua ptavantad a
_ua fo aavaral daaadaa fram undaratanding that paapla whan thay mama:iaa o
angaga in -a variaty of attivitiea such as arganizing, 1abaling, rahaafaing,‘

_ viaual and Vartal alanratioa, etc, CHagan Haacham, Haaibav, 197;7 h

Héaahami:1972)r Rlagal (1975) haa afguad that.affarta to aapatata tha A*~’i

raaaatchar from tha faaaarch partiaipaat daatray tha very baaia upnn

whiah paythalagital 1nqairiaa raat.{ - .!, . ;;-_@ . ' - s
. = 37 - N . ) #

Tha raaaafah mathadnlogy of intarragatiﬂn may “have diaaatraua i

. TTcops §V e ldaf and diaadvantagad»
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7 " of the older
] ) o ;_: : ,f,‘-" * L : .
. for their own .performance. 'The assessment of péffomapée is now a

pers@ns_,'as wfell ;as*the participants ‘re:’;éiving credit

édﬁpeiaéivgadial@gﬁa,‘aﬁd iikél§;td be more pradﬁéﬁivé, Iatherrﬁhaﬁ,é:;?

;V:nne—sided, campetitive iﬂterragatian. e ;1 ;}_éi,

e B : = - ' . . [ T

g;vas retafdéﬁ the inyestigaticn af aut@bi@graphical reaall (Heacham &

Pettntta, 1978} There can ‘be 1ittle dcubt thét autnbi@graphigal regall

= *

., OF remiﬂiszing is egtremely impartant in the const:uctian aﬁd maintenance ;“!

. . r,

, L '
§% nf selfaconcept and ideﬂtity, and perhaps in the esﬁablishment af Ego E
e > & \ . ) j

I

integrity in late adulthcod and old age (Hg&gham, 1977) Yet uﬂfil

: rezently thare has been 1ittle eansideration ui the processas whieh may

F-

(: . - be involved in such rememberiﬂg a&tivity. The %ack of attgntian tu thiﬁa
N Jtapig dériVES frnm the iﬁcompatibility of a resaarﬂh paradigm which y 95 fﬁ =

) LI v M ‘
) St alls fbr the patticipant to fEﬁaiﬁ unchanged with a temembering

; - * .
# %,

S pfacéss ‘which by its natute can’ be expegted ta have an | impact upgn ﬁhe

participant Self image. - ;'7;: ’;;7 -,

. .
ke

' regeargh patticipant is expected or parmitt,,

[ o f ) \

cnutse of the regeatch activitﬁ? Oﬂe may ask. simiiar %gestiﬂﬂs about " L

the fesearcher* What is the ﬂriterian fer deciding that suffizleng o

' data héve been gathered so as to a g a hi%uthesis as- valid, or to

. * : v 5 . : . - TFa . + - i : . JR
. : s _ . , B : ,
: L ‘ : A . Y




’ abandnn a 1in { earch as unlikely ED;E?ET be fruitful? TEESE"

. . . . o

que tinﬁs afa rarely disgussed beaausg in our. traditiaﬁal research ‘S

P & L
A

paradigm the researcher is als@ nct expecteﬂ to be changeable, just as: ;

1

';he“résea?ch partigipant‘dggg not éhangé! I mustzsteg'autside the i; g =
aféa Qf meﬂ%fy féSeéreh in grdér to Qi&e-a.pasitivé éﬁaﬁpfé,ahd that ié?}_f
J_fr@m Skinﬁer s well—known afticle; "A e ase hiszary in saientific methad;lg

Ekinner (1956) gives as a first prigciple of scientifig reséarch "When
yﬁuﬁfun’gﬁto ,;hing interesting, drop everything else ‘and - study it"»‘.wﬁ
, , <o : . g, - S S
(. 222). S o
iﬁg}ﬂ s:archer—Saciety Dialogue ¢

. The last of the three diaiﬁ%ues is Ehat which relateé the féseérﬂﬁar-_

to society at large. Thé‘issue hare,is sggial action and respgnsibility

far the COﬁSE%uEﬂEéé of one's research activiti GﬁE reseatch finding
on remembering w;th patential impiiza;iéns for public policy was the-
suggestien by Kagan and Klein. (1973), based uPOﬁ data from selected
gzaups af children in Guatemala and in the Boston afea, that ":ecall g
and recognition memory are, basic cognitive funétians that seem to mature
in a reguiar way in a nmatural environment" (fg;BSS)l They hadgfaund_that
what éppéaréd to be differences in éarférméécé between tﬁe éwé groups at
an earlier age, were considerably reduced at a later age., At:the time.
of their first ;Epéft; there were many ﬁha were concerned that data® :
opposed to environmental sﬁaping in development, could be used-as an
arguﬁen; for reducing the federal gavagﬂment's responsibilities In the

area of preschool ediucation.



aﬂd by Wagner (1974)., who damonstfated the impact of farmal Education ’

argued that the traditional paradigm for research on fémemberiig has

_research findings beyond the irmediate experimentsffrgm both 4 non="

= M

‘Uﬁfbﬁtﬁnéfély; théifindiﬁg.éf éithef similarities gz’difféfegces

jnélongna siﬁglé dimensicn*=e-§;¥ reéﬂgnitiéﬁ memory far pictures~-in

ﬁtﬂss-cultural researgh is. apén ‘to numerous iqterpret tions. :I‘Subsequénﬁly

& - * -

ﬁa:fiad @utla study in Guatamala CMeacham, LQ?S)‘showing thefdependenge

_ EfAtﬁE pattéfn’ﬁf qhildré 8 emory abilitieg upon the spezific ggcial

.and historizal cpnditions ithin which the children dévelapi: St di’s

by Reese (1975), ahuwing the impact of "Sesame Stréet upnn the develcp— .

Ament of children's ability to use imagery in pairedraSSOEiate learning,

=
VE : =

upon the develgpment of the ability to rehearse while remembaring, are

caﬁsistent with my pasiticn. The pclnt is that even regearch in&an

w4

grea’ as basic&ag thaﬁ of rémembering can have saaial agtian implications-

gertain;y thesg impliﬁatians are gféatét in manf othér areas gf psychqlagy;A
_ The :elatiénship becween the researcher aﬁd the sgcigi contéxt ;

ought to be seen as a dialogue or conversatiﬂﬂ. Tﬁé geséaréﬁef'slactignre;;

and, to the same extent, lack of acticns—ﬁhave an impact uPDﬁ=thE sncial “

context. Simiiarlf, the social context influénces rgsearchers—stheir

chﬁicé of questions to pufsue, their gﬁéige of reaear;hlmethadolggy;

and their intérpfetations of the data. | Kvale (lQ?Sj, for e#ampieg has

st

been based upon the task requirements for individual workers on

industrial assembly lines, Hultsch and Hickey (1978) have provided an

e Vs

excellent review of the issue of extarnal validitysegeneralizability of

¢ B

dialectical and a dialectical perspective. Ffd% the latter perspective,

3

concerns for external validity assume priority over construct, internal,

and statistical conclusion validity. 7 B

a . - N



'the dialactigal perspegtiva in the desgriptian cf these three dialogues. L

~ The diale¢tigal,perspectivefpetmits us to not haveé to choose ‘one gf t e

§artnet5 in éach dialogue over the other,=to ﬁOtrhaVE to accept

" Rl
- af N R l3 .7
Conclusions -‘ ' S
In élosing, let me address the question;iwhat iSAﬁhE uniquéﬁgss'af

,ar EonVEtSEtiOnS——within the researcher, between the fesear:her and the

participants, and between.the regearcher and tﬁe sagial—historical context9

L
= d

abjectivicy, “an authoritarian stance as a. feseafcher, and soc i,l isola-

tion, whila rejecting creativity and meaningfulness, the fnterests of .

the research participants, and social résp0ﬂsibility! From a dialectical

i

petépéﬁtive, each of these derives its meaning from its relationship

with the other, It 1s the continual ténsion between thege theses and

B

' practically speakifig, what does

ang%theses which pfnviégg;movemeht within; 2 program of research.

one do with this framework which

has been preseﬁ;ed?' Ve Dught'go """

ude not merely sampling procedures,

e

of research methodology, to ine

-experimental design, ezg,, but also an examination of the fesaarcher 8

involvement in the three dialogues which were outlined: fIn partiaulaf,
although we and our students are keen or tastiﬂg and féjeating hypotheses,

we ton often hav 1it tle sense far how to generate meaningful hypothases

‘:fcr potential validation. Se&ond, no doubt there-ate-few graduate
programs in which more than a few hours of instruction are required on

the interests of and the protection-of research participants. Thifd, .

we and oﬂf students ofted have imsufficienﬁ regérd for how our fesearcht

ﬁg
is inflﬁénced by our own. develapmental histories and by the times in

ﬁhiéh we live, nor do we appreciate the extent to which our own scticn3a§

or lack of azting-%éan change that social context.

' : o ! ‘157 i . }

I

e

o
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Still one may argue what "has been said leaves traditional research

methodﬂlogy intact. ' Nevertheless, it has been embeddé&‘within a

braader cantext which deemph gizes the sigﬂificanggjéttachéd‘tc tradiéiaéal
A L= . . ) . "‘b* ;'; ) Do

research methodology., Of course, one may do this ﬁithout dialaﬁtigs,

but the rationala for the task is easier to appféhéﬁd from a dialectical

4
=,

Perspegtive. Dialectics makes apparent the ﬂEEd to attend to methodolcgy,

since methodology is notanutral, but mediates bEthEﬂ'ﬁhE_fésEarEth

. :=§néwﬁhat which becomes known. From a dialectical perspective, research
BRI G S T o
35‘*méthﬂﬂglggy iévmpre,impgrtant than from a non—dialggtiéal perspective.

-"Let me illustrate this with a differEﬂt metaphor' ﬁoﬁﬁ@any children

~ have pulled the wings from a butterfly, hoping to digg!ferzﬂn EQ dgiﬁg
what makes ig fly,rbutxhsve not found the éxplanation iﬁf”w '!cattered
pleces? The understanding of how the butgerfly flies waulrfiéfe :ﬁ13=

fram sugcessfully feassembling the butterfly Simi larly, in the histary

of qur research methodology, we have stripped away the various aspecESEE
the researcher's intuitions, the participant's activity, the social-
historical context, etc.--so as to have a pure, objective method. But

this defining of the theses and antitheses has been dnlyba first, 7

essengiéi step§ the ultimate success of our research ﬁethédol@gy depends

dyﬂamig,synzhesisg
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lin D. F. Hultsch (Chair), Impligations of a dialectical perspectiﬁe.
4

for feseatgh méthadclngy. Sympasium pregentéd at the meeting of the

Amariﬂaﬁ Psychglogicai Associatien, Tﬂfantc, August 1978. Many of the

' ideas in this paper arose in discussions at. the Fourth Dialectical

In addiﬁiang I wish to thank Matilyn Zivian for her critical reading of

*

an éariiér dfaft?
:ZThESE two terms may be:distinéuished as follows: Interaction
aséumgs elemeﬁ s which can be located and déséfibed indepéndenzly af 
one another. " Inquiries can then be made into the relationship between
these elements, that is, the manner in which each element acts gausaily
Qpcn ﬂtﬁers, The term éransaction;‘an the other hand, refers to gh
assumed activity, from which elements are derived as secondary categories.
Buyer and éeller are examplés of elements which depend for their definition
upon a prior assumptianigf a transactional:activity_ Once an activity .

%

of exchange is assumed, then buyer and seller may be defined eaéil' %

and lender may be defined as the elements derived from a one-way,

temporary exchange; and thief and victim by a one-way, permanent exchange

.

(Heacham, 1977a). ,

=

31 have extended thig theme .of prcspéctive remembering {? interpreting.
gome data cé relationships between verbal and motor actions i; a Luria-
“tﬁag tssk The’daté%afé con;iéteﬁt-withithé view that the devalcpmént
of IEmembering abilities in VEfy young children derives fgam their attémpts

to remember the goals of Future agtions rather than infoPmation about

the past fHeacham, 1978, in press) '

T2
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